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Abstract
Language learning strategies (LLS) employed by students learning a second language are
evaluated for frequency of use and relationship to measures of linguistic competency and grades.
LLS are measured here by use of the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL), version
5.1 for native English speakers learning a second language. This thesis evaluates the usefulness
of the SILL at predicting LLS usage and second language performance. It also provides
statistical analyses of the SILL to evaluate construct validity of the subscales designated within
the SILL. Overall and subscale reliability of the SILL were confirmed to be consistent with
previous findings, and factor analyses of validity were also confirmed to be consistent with
previous findings.

Two versions of the SILL exist, and the research presented in this thesis explores the version less
commonly studied. Version 5.1 is used for native English speakers learning a foreign language,
and version 7.0 is used by non-English speakers who are learning English (ESL or EFL
students). The extant body of research employing the SILL directly or indirectly is extensive and
has produced a variety of evaluative techniques by which to understand the relationship between
LLS and other factors associated with second language learning. These factors include grade
level, gender, nationality, and participant linguistic competency assessments. The vast majority
of research conducted using the SILL employs version 7.0 (EFL/ESL) in which a heterogeneous
group (participants whose native language are Spanish, Turkish, Chinese, or Korean) are
measured on LLS usage in learning English. By employing some of the techniques and
approaches used in prior EFL SILL research, the benefits of the SILL can be explored as a more
homogenous group (native English speakers) branches out into heterogeneous language studies.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Acquisition of a foreign language occurs unconsciously and spontaneously, leads
to conversational fluency, and arises from naturalistic language use (Oxford, 1990).
Instructors of foreign language are faced with the challenge of creating an environment in
which the language learner encounters an appropriate set of circumstances to encourage
acquisition. While a body of work has been created that examines the nature of the
learning curriculum (see, for example, Kohl, 1995), more recent research has focused on
the characteristics of the learner. According to Oxford (1990), the acquisition process is
synthesized with more formal learning strategies to create a holistic language learner.
The University of Tennessee at Chattanooga’s Department of Foreign Languages and
Literatures has been investigating the usefulness of an assessment tool to examine the
learning characteristics of students in their classes. This thesis is a response to a request
to examine their data and determine if the strategies of the learner describe important
aspects of the learning process. As part of this evaluation, subject matter experts at UTC
were consulted to create a self-report measure known as the ICAN survey. The ICAN
survey focuses on students’ self-assessment of their ability to perform proficiency
appropriate tasks in the second language. The Strategy Inventory for Language Learning
(Oxford, 1990) was used to evaluate specific language learning tasks within the learning
context. By simultaneously administering the SILL with the ICAN, the validity of the
ICAN could be compared against the established norms of SILL. This thesis explores the
unique contribution this study offers to the existing body of literature about the SILL.
Learning strategies, while linked closely to learning styles, must not be confused
as the same thing. Oxford and Lavine (1992) make the distinction that while styles are
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more general, “…language learning strategies are the specific behaviors…that students
adopt to help them learn (pg. 1-2).” Language learning strategies have been compared to
language learning styles by employing Myers-Briggs personality types, with the
conclusion that the learning style (related to the Myers-Briggs personality type) impacts
the learning strategies employed (Ehrman & Oxford, 1990). It is within this context that
Oxford developed the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning, or SILL (Oxford,
1990).
The SILL is a tool that students and teachers can use to assess the specific
language learning strategies that are employed by the student in learning a foreign
language. Version 5.1 of the SILL (Oxford, 1990) was designed for native English
speakers learning a new language contains 80 items to which students respond using a
five point Likert scale. This is contrasted, for theoretical purposes, with version 7.0
which is for ESL(English as a Second Language) /EFL (English as a Foreign Language)
students (Oxford, 1990, pg. 293-300), containing 50 Likert scale items. Administration
of the SILL results in students’ self-evaluations of their self-reported strategy use.
Students are asked to evaluate how frequently they employ a certain language learning
style by responding to the Likert scale. Higher numbers correspond with higher selfreported use of the particular strategy described in the item. The 80 items of the SILL are
divided into six subscales with a different number of items: (A) Remembering more
effectively, (B) Using your mental processes, (C) Compensating for missing knowledge,
(D) Organizing and evaluating your learning, (E) Managing your emotions, and (F)
Learning with others. When rating the frequency of use of the particular items, students
are aware only that they are answering questions in a different segment of the inventory.

3
Once students have responded to all 80 items, they are instructed to tally the item scores
and compute an average for each section. Students are also encouraged to determine an
overall average strategy use score. They then plot the mean strategy use score for each
subscale to determine which family of strategies they use more or less frequently.
Current language learning research uses the SILL in several different ways. It is
being used as a standard measurement tool for assessing second language learning
strategy use (Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006) and as a confirmatory measurement tool for
evaluating new methods of understanding language learning (Nakatani, 2006). The SILL
has also been used to make comparisons and draw contrasts between students’ learning
styles and teachers’ instruction styles (Griffiths, 2007). Reassessing the SILL is valid for
several reasons. Evaluation of the SILL in a local context, for continued reliability and
validity confirmation and as it relates to a metacognitive assessment, allow for an
additional understanding of the use of strategies on second language understanding.
Furthermore, current research on the SILL has primarily focused on version 7.0 (for nonnative English students who are learning English) since the SILL was popularized in the
early 1990s. Many of the research and evaluative techniques employed in SILL 7.0
research can be applied to the current data set which utilizes SILL 5.1 (native English
speakers learning a foreign language).
Development of the SILL
This review of literature is divided into two primary sections broken down into
subsections. The first section deals with the theoretical framework of second language
acquisition research as a whole and the development of the SILL itself. The second
section deals with the applications of the SILL as an instrument for second language
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validity studies. While the SILL has acquired increasing popularity among language
learning researchers (Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995), the field of understanding the
process by which a student interacts with second language instruction is diverse. Before
narrowing the scope of second language research to the SILL as a specific instrument, a
brief review of other second language acquisition research approaches provides useful
context. The theoretical framework for measuring language learning outside of the SILL
will position the usefulness of the SILL in a larger framework. Development of the
Strategy Inventory for Language Learning traces the conceptual, anecdotal, and statistical
foundations of the SILL as a language learning tool.
The second section of this review addresses the applications of the SILL. While
the SILL as an instrument for second language analysis was first conceived in 1987
(Oxford and Nyikos, 1989; Nyikos and Oxford, 1993), the SILL as it is known and used
by researchers is presented in Oxford’s book Language Learning Strategies: What Every
Teacher Should Know (1990). There are two versions of the SILL. Version 5.1 is for
native speakers of English learning a second language, while version 7.0 is for speakers
whose native language is not English (the EFL/ESL version) but who are learning
English. The majority of research done on the SILL uses the EFL/ESL version. The
purpose of these studies varies, and since they typically analyze information from nonEnglish native speakers studying English, SILL research typically incorporates
instruments that are not found in second language research in the United States. Studies
that modify the SILL in some way or were used to verify or inform a new second
language learning scale are presented in a separate section.
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Whether second language skills acquired in a learning classroom transfer to the
ability to use that language in conversation is critical in evaluating the usefulness of
second language instruction. Measures of oral proficiency (recognizing second language
factual information) and oral fluency (conversational use of a second language) are
applied to different language learning scenarios (Segalowitz & Freed, 2004), and it was
found that students in an immersion learning experience possess greater oral fluency. By
contrast, MacFarlane & Wesche (1995) found that even among students who have
expectations of using the second language in their careers, active involvement in the
second language wanes even after an immersion experience. The relationship between
second language acquisition and practice is tied to a learner’s awareness of the culture
that gives rise to that language (Lessard-Clouston, 1992), and the full disclosure of
expectations of cultural competency in the classroom is presented as a moral obligation.
The second language classroom is presented as a place of possible conflict between
instructor’s teaching styles and student’s learning styles (Felder & Henriques, 1995).
These conflicts can be mediated by a quantitative analysis of language learning
strategies employed by students (Oxford & Lavine, 1992). Learning styles are linked to
personality types, and distinctions emerge among second language learning preferences
relative to personality types as expressed in learning styles (Ehrman & Oxford, 1990).
Learning styles have also been studied to evaluate the way that student personal
interaction preferences impact their interactions with the learning environment. Learning
styles have also been studied in the context of Howard Gardner’s theory of multiple
intelligences. In order to fully explore the range of learning styles preferred by students,
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individual learning style is best seen as an amalgamation of styles (Learning styles,
modalities and strategies, 2004).
The six dimensions of language learning strategies studied by Ehrman and Oxford
(1990) are related at length and consolidated into the Strategy Inventory for Language
Learning (SILL) by Rebecca Oxford (Oxford, 1990). The items and subscale distinctions
of the SILL have been studied since the late 1980s (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989, Nyikos &
Oxford, 1993) using confirmatory factor analyses. The SILL is presented in its
methodologically applicable form (version 5.1 for native English speakers and EFL/ESL
SILL, version 7.0) by Oxford in Language Learning Strategies: What Every Teacher
Should Know (1990). As a general statement, as strategy use increases, use of reported
LLS increases, and ostensibly the second language performance of the student increases
as well. Studies of criterion validity, construct validity and confirmatory factor analyses
are presented that demonstrate the reliability and usefulness of the SILL (Oxford &
Burry-Stock, 1995). A more detailed confirmatory factor analysis of the SILL that used
structural equation modeling found that the six subscales of the SILL show progressively
higher accounting of variance among scores (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002).
Theoretical framework for measuring language learning outside of the SILL
Segalowitz and Freed (2004) Segalowitz and Freed (2004) use methods that are
not based primarily on self-report to evaluate second language proficiency. Instead, they
measure lag time in speaking the second language and create a standard by which
mastery is studied relative to two research conditions: studying the second language at
home in a traditional classroom situation and studying abroad. Response time during
interviews (time spent formulating a response) and occurrence of dysfluency words (p.
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183 and following) such as “uh” or English interjections were measured and recorded to
measure second language skill. This approach differs from the study of LLS use as
measured by the SILL.
Segalowitz and Freed (2004) make a distinction between oral proficiency (success
on the Oral Proficiency Interview) and oral fluency (the ability to speak smoothly in the
second language). This distinction informs the study as a whole and distinguishes itself
from Oxford’s approach, not just because it relies on measurements other than self-report.
It grafts into the evaluation of the second language learning experience the affective
relevance of the learner. Not surprisingly, the authors found that students (n = 40)
participating in the study abroad condition scored significantly higher on posttests over
pretests than did those students in the at home condition. The authors do provide one
caveat of importance at the end of the article. They recognize that since participants
could not be randomly assigned to either the at home or study abroad condition, those
who were able and/or inclined to travel and engage in the more stressful oral exchange
with native speakers could possibly have had greater language efficacy. The issue of
being overwhelmed as well as the larger context of person as holistic learner is a central
theme in much of the article.
MacFarlane and Wesche (1995) MacFarlane and Wesche (1995) assert that
immersion experiences provide a wealth of information by which to evaluate second
language acquisition and present the results of a longitudinal study of students (n = 21)
who had engaged in a French immersion experience. The original students began as a
cohort group in 1971 who were studied after high school graduation in 1985 (n = 80) and
three years later in the middle of their university work (n = 48). The students in the
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current study, diminished by 60 from the original sampling set through attrition, were
pursuing graduate degrees. The study also provides another metacognitive evaluation of
second language acquisition, though it does not occur in the context of Oxford’s SILL
(1990).
MacFarlane and Wesche (1995) provide only the most basic statistical analyses
and correlations between subgroups of student attitudes toward language acquisition, but
the findings are relevant to an overall picture of second language acquisition supported
by LLS such as are measured by the SILL. Typically, students reported a decrease in
perceived proficiency of French following their immersion experience. A point salient to
the current evaluation of second language learning is the suggestion by the students that
greater emphasis be placed on skill acquisition that prepared the students for language
practice outside of the classroom. MacFarlane and Wesche (1995) conclude their article
by pointing out that even immersion experience, which was previously viewed as
providing strong impetus for second language acquisition, is tied to the attitudes of the
students toward the second language learning experience.
Lessard-Clouston (1992) Lessard-Clouston (1992) suggests that motivation for
understanding a second language is related to an understanding of the cultural intricacies
from which the language arises. In this qualitative analysis of the second language
classroom, the authors points out that while at one time second language acquisition was
promoted to allow individuals to read literature of different cultures, today second
language acquisition is prompted more by a desire for appropriateness and proficiency in
discourse. Part of improving this critical skill is acquiring greater cultural awareness in
order to more fully understand the way that language is used by native speakers.
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Lessard-Clouston (1992) suggests that teachers already judge cultural competence
implicitly when assessing a student’s use of a second language and thus should begin to
explicitly inform the students of the cultural evaluation. This article also provides helpful
strategies by which teachers can evaluate the cultural competence of second language
acquisition. These include multiple choice inventories, written questions and answers,
problem identification, and cultural minidrama.
Felder and Henriques (1995) Felder and Henriques (1995) address the issue of
language learning styles and compare them to instructor teaching styles. The article
begins by proposing five questions that can be used to understand the problems and
potentials of language learning and language instruction styles. The authors go on to
detail five different types of language learners and conclude by offering advice to second
language instructors about the way that the friction between learning and teaching styles
can be eased.
According to Felder and Henriques (1995), the five dichotomous learning style
platforms serve as a basis upon which learners approach their second language education.
The fact that learners typically demonstrate a preference for one of the choices in the
dichotomy presents the instructor with the unique task of effectively approaching the
learner. The five types are sensing and intuitive learners (whether a learner makes direct
or indirect observations of instruction), visual and verbal learners (how a learner prefers
to receive sensory information), active and reflective learners (whether a learner trends
toward hands-on, external participation, or internal reflection), sequential and global
learners (whether a learner processes information methodically or randomly leading to
sudden realizations), and inductive and deductive learners (bottom-up learning vs. top-
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down learning). Felder and Henriques (1995) suggest that teachers play to students’
strengths while trying to improve weakness and, citing Oxford (1990) herself,
recommend, “…balanc[ing] instructional modes, somehow structuring the class so that
all learning styles are simultaneously—or at least sequentially—accommodated,” (p. 28).
Development of the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning
Ehrman and Oxford (1990) Ehrman and Oxford (1990) trace the research of
language learning strategies (LLS) as measured by the SILL as related to language
learning styles. These styles were connected to personality types, utilizing the MyersBriggs personality types that were based on the work of Jung. This article, published in
the same year as Oxford’s Language Learning Strategies: What Every Teacher Should
Know (1990) that introduced the SILL to its widest audience, is primarily a qualitative
analysis of the relationship between learning styles and learning strategies. Ehrman and
Oxford (1990) use a small subsection (n = 20) of a larger population to make
determinations about language learning style and language learning strategy.
While Ehrman and Oxford (1990) use SILL subscale types as a basis for their
qualitative research, no statistical analyses are performed. Information about the
preferred types of LLS was gathered through interview techniques. LLS preferences
were presented in a table in which characters symbolize specific opinions about a
particular style ( + + was used to indicate an LLS “described as positive, comfortable, or
like by almost all of the people of this psychological type,” p. 317). The eight learning
style/personality types were then compared against the six SILL subscales and the
majority type feeling toward the LLS is recorded (extraverts reported that they strongly
preferred social LLS, judgers reported that they strongly preferred metacognitive
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strategies, etc.). While the qualitative nature of this research does not fit with traditional
models of research in behavioral sciences, the overall statement about making
distinctions between language learners preferred LLS and learning strategies.
Oxford and Lavine (1992) Oxford and Lavine (1992) provide a qualitative
analysis of language learning style, beginning by commenting on the four dimensions of
language-learning style. These are analytic vs. global approaches, sensory preference,
intuitive-random vs. sensory-sequential, and tolerance for openness. Oxford and Lavine
(1992) go on to provide anecdotal evidence of times when a conflict has arisen between a
student’s learning style and a teacher’s instruction style. The examples are presented in
some detail, followed by a succinct diagnosis of the type of conflict that exists between
the student and teacher. The authors conclude with suggestions about how to address
these style conflicts. These include (1) Assess students’ and teachers’ styles, and use this
information in understanding classroom dynamics, (2) Change your behavior as a
teacher, (3) Change students’ behavior, (4) Change the way group work is done in the
classroom, (5) Change the curriculum, and (6) Change the way style conflicts are viewed.
Oxford (1990) Oxford’s book Language Learning Strategies: What Every
Teacher Should Know (1990) is the reference most frequently cited by other scholars
doing research using the SILL. Oxford begins the book by outlining the key assertions
about language learning as related to learning style preferences. She then provides a
detailed explanation of the intricate interactions between the six subscales she identified
as being a part of second language acquisition. This book provides little statistical
analysis of the applications of the SILL and makes liberal use of original content
diagrams and teaching suggestions that are used to create a need for an evaluative tool by
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which the SILL could be administered. The appendices in the back of the book present
the SILL, versions 5.1 (native English speakers) and 7.0 (EFL/ESL), instructions for
administration of the SILL, and follow-up and discussion questions that allow instructors
to make most effective use of the SILL in a second language learning environment. It is
important to note that Language Learning Strategies: What Every Teacher Should Know
(1990) is written for an education audience and focuses on real-world classroom
problems and pragmatic solutions to those problems. Much of the evidence cited in the
text is anecdotal, with statistical analyses of SILL applications being presented in journal
articles detailing research that occurred after the book was written and published.
Oxford and Nyikos (1989) In this early factor analysis of the LLS, Oxford and
Nyikos (1989) employ a very large sampling set (n = 1,200), the vast majority of which
were undergraduates (97%). This earliest version of the SILL contained 121 items, but it
still used a five-point Likert scale response strategy. Oxford and Nyikos (1989) report a
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of .96 for this study and compare this to a
Defense Language Institute (DLI) test (n = 483) with similarly high reliability estimates
(α = .95).
Oxford and Nyikos (1989) conducted a factor analysis and an analysis of variance
(ANOVA) among scores. Details of specifications of the factor analysis are provided in
a separate article (Nyikos & Oxford, 1993), but the results are presented in textual and
graphic form. Five factors emerged instead of the six subscales used in the versions of
the SILL promoted by Oxford (1990) and used by later researchers. These are, ranked in
order of usage: (1) formal rule-related practice strategies, (2) functional practice
strategies, (3) resourceful, independent strategies, (4) general study strategies and (5)
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conversational input elicitation strategies. Oxford and Nyikos (1989) provide a synopsis
of the six learning strategies that would later inform the subscales of the SILL, but they
do not attempt to reconcile the differences between the five factor loadings found in this
large study and the six subscales that would later be used to inform the SILL subscales.
The ANOVA findings indicated significant interactions in the five factors and several
variables including sex (three factors), major area of study (two factors) , years of study
(two factors), course status—either elective or major (two factors), speaking (four
factors), listening (two factors), reading (four factors) and motivation measurements (four
factors) and interactions between several of the variables. No variable or combination of
variables had significant interactions on all five factors.
Nyikos and Oxford (1993) Nyikos and Oxford (1993) perform a confirmatory
factor analysis of the SILL. This version of the SILL had 121 items and was given to
1,200 students. Nyikos and Oxford report that the items of the SILL were taken from
Oxford’s (1990) book, Language learning strategies: what every teacher should know.
The statistical research reported in this study is a more detailed explanation of the work
presented in a prior paper (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989).
Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) present an
assessment of the SILL as applied by many different researchers throughout the world.
Countries with SILL research represented around the world include Taiwan, The People’s
Republic of China, Japan, Egypt, the United States and Puerto Rico. The authors begin by
providing a synopsis of seven LLS rating scales other than the SILL. They then provide
a brief history of the development of the SILL, beginning with its inception by studying

14
LLS of students at the Defense Language Institute in Monterey, California. The article
deals only with the ESL/EFL SILL.
Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) provide numerous criterion validity studies of the
relationship between language performance as measured by various instruments and the
ESL/EFL SILL. Construct validity studies were presented with typically moderate
correlations (r = .34) between the SILL and other measures such as the TOEFL with
correlations varying from r = .30, r= .38 and r = .78. Additionally, Oxford and BurryStock (1995) present the results of nine factor analyses which account for a mean value
of 49.47% of the variance among scores on the SILL. The authors conclude the article
with a statement encouraging the use of multiple techniques in the second language
learning classroom.
Hsiao and Oxford (2002) Hsiao and Oxford (2002) provide a confirmatory factor
analysis of the EFL/ESL SILL, version 7.0 which contains 50 scale items. The
participants in this study (n = 517) were students at a Taiwan university (70% male, 30%
female). The SILL was translated from English into Chinese, and the original 5-point
Likert scale was increased to an 8-point bipolar scale for participant responses.
Cronbach’s reliability coefficients were found to be consistent with other studies of the
SILL. Overall α = .94, and the reliability of each of the six subscales were also similar to
previous findings: Part A, Memory: α = .75; Part B, Cognition: α = .84; Part C,
Compensation: α = .69; Part D, Metacognitive: α = .86; Part E, Affective: α = .68; and
Part F, Social: α = .78. Hsiao and Oxford (2002) also report that chi-square validity
testing confirms the existence of six discrete subscales within the SILL and offer
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citational evidence for the SILL’s criterion validity, though they offer no new
correlations between second language proficiency and the SILL.
The factor analysis provided by Hsiao and Oxford (2002) proposed nine models
by which to evaluate the SILL. The Null Model proposed no correlation between any
one of the 50 items and another. Model 1 proposed that a single factor accounted for all
correlations of the 50 items. Models 2 through 6 are N-Factor Oblique Models which
successively add another factor to account for item correlations, culminating in Oxford’s
(1990) six-factor strategy classification. Model 7 adds on higher-order factor to the six
factors of Model 6, and Model 8 (called the Six-Factor Model with Two Oblique HigherOrder Factors) adds a second higher-order factor to the six factors of Model 6.
Hsiao and Oxford (2002) use these models to construct seven hypotheses about
the validity of the SILL. Hypothesis 1 posits that variability would be explained better by
Models 1-8 than by the Null Hypothesis. Hypothesis 2 suggests that oblique (correlated)
models would be significantly better at explaining variance than orthogonal
(uncorrelated) models. Hypotheses 3-6 assert that Models 3-6 would provide
progressively higher explanations of variance respectively (i.e. Model 2 is significantly
better than Model 3, Model 4 is better than 3). Hypothesis 7 states that Models 7 and 8
would be better at explaining variance than Model 6. These seven hypotheses were
evaluated using a series of chi-square difference tests. Hypotheses 1 through 6 were
supported, but Hypothesis 7 was not substantiated by the analysis because this hypothesis
corresponds to a poorer fit for the data model.
The SILL addresses a fundamental issue regarding second language classroom
instruction and second language applied usage. Those students who may demonstrate a
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propensity for oral proficiency (classroom success) are not found to demonstrate similar
abilities in oral fluency (applied success) (Segalowitz & Freed, 2004). The language
learning classroom is portrayed as a dynamic space in which students and teachers
encounter certain obligations to explore second language learning relative to the cultural
context of the second language (Lessard-Clouston, 1992). Other factors such as the way
that students perceive the need for the second language instruction (MacFarlane &
Wesche, 1995) and the relationship of student learning styles to teacher learning styles
(Oxford & Lavine, 1992) influence the way that second language instruction occurs in the
classroom. The SILL is rooted in concern about student learning styles (Felder &
Henriques, 1995) that are related to a student’s personality. The idea of a particular
learning approach is contrasted with a discrete language learning strategy (LLS) in that
the LLS provides a quantifiable variable that can be measured (Ehrman & Oxford, 1990).
It is in this context that the SILL was developed and presented by Oxford (Oxford, 1990)
as a way to provide students with a measure that would allow them to measure specific
language learning strategies. While the initial presentation of the SILL to a larger
audience (Oxford, 1990) was supported primarily through anecdotal evidence, factor
analyses were performed on the SILL (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989, Nyikos & Oxford, 1993,
Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995, and Hsaio & Oxford, 2002).
The SILL has been used in many ways once its original validation was posited in
the early 1990s. Researchers have used the SILL as a foundation by which to form new
language learning scales and as a validation tool for other second language learning tools
not specifically related to the SILL. As will be demonstrated in the following, the
primary focus of SILL research has been on the version of the SILL that assesses a

17
student’s strategy use when learning English. The SILL has also been modified in
various implementations to accommodate the needs or stated goals of the researchers.
Corralling this often disparate body of literature into a cohesive statement about the SILL
as a whole is challenging, and this effort is related specifically to the unique cultural and
educational systems of second language learning in which SILL research has so far taken
place.
Application of the SILL
Language learning strategies as measured by the Strategy Inventory for Language
Learning have been evaluated in many empirical studies, in both the forms presented by
Oxford (1990) and with various modifications. An overarching concern about the
applicability of the self-report SILL is the question of the accuracy of students’
awareness of LLS and their ability to recall and accurately report on their LLS usage
(Chamot, 2005). Differences of LLS use as measured by the SILL are found to vary by
gender, and 22 out of the 50 items of the EFL/ESL SILL were found to vary significantly
relative to a student’s academic course (Green & Oxford, 1995). A similar finding of 27
out of the 50 items was presented in a large-scale study of the SILL (n = 1,006) that was
followed up with personal interviews (n = 48) of the participants (Peacock & Ho, 2003).
While the majority of SILL empirical studies produce a very high reliability (α = 0.90.94), Hong-Nam & Leavell (2006) found a much lower reliability coefficient (α = .67).
Hong-Nam & Leavell (2006) also provide overall SILL scores according to nationality.
Alptekin (2007) explores LLS with regard to informal vs. formal teaching approaches.
The relationship between the student’s interest in learning an second language and LLS
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(Magogwe & Oliver, 2007), and other researchers find that active and autonomous LLS
usage increases in students in higher academic levels (Mori, 2007).
The SILL has been used as the basis for new LLS scales and to confirm other
second language scales. The SILL has also been altered periodically by researchers for
their purposes. Recently, open-ended questions have been added to an administration of
the SILL to provide an additional perspective on LLS evaluation (Lee & Oxford, 2008).
The English Language Learning Strategy Inventory (ELLSI) used the SILL as a basis for
its development, and the development of the ELLSI involved studying both students and
teachers (Griffiths, 2007). A questionnaire to evaluate oral communication in the second
language, the Oral Communication Strategy Inventory (OCSI) used the SILL to validate
the new scale (Nakatani, 2006). SILL 5.1, designed for native English speakers learning
a different language, was modified for Chinese speaking students learning English (Rao,
2006). SILL 7.0, ESL/EFL SILL, which in its original form contains 50 items (Oxford,
1990), was modified to 60 items. The findings of the modified SILL indicate the higher
LLS usage of females over males were significantly different only in the affective and
metaphysical subscales (Teh, Embi, Yusoff, & Mahamod, 2009). Lastly, while neither
version of the SILL is used, Oxford participates in a study of LLS usage between two
second language tasks as measured by the Reading Strategy Questionnaire (RSQ)
(Oxford, Cho, Leung, & Kim, 2004).
Chamot (2005) Chamot’s (2005) literature review provides several insights into
the larger field of language learning strategies that includes but is not limited to the SILL.
Chamot reports that LLS are affected by learning context and internal processing
preferences of the student and that, “…interpretation of a language learning task is
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closely related to the goals advocated within each learner’s cultural context…” (pg. 113).
Chamot suggests that the acquisition of language learning strategies follows a pattern in
which LLS are initially declarative knowledge bases that transition into procedural
knowledge. The language learner never fully transitions the LLS into procedural
knowledge, however, and, according to Chamot, is usually able to draw a particular
strategy into consciousness. The idea that LLS can be consciously considered and
operated on allows the study of LLS of students to take place.
Chamot (2005) identifies four strategies second language researchers can employ
to determine a learner’s LLS. These are interviews, questionnaires such as the SILL,
diaries and journals as well as think-aloud protocols. Chamot also suggests that different
learners use different LLS with differing success and points out that one of the greatest
challenges an second language learner faces is knowing how to match a particular LLS
with the second language task at hand. This need for metacognitive awareness and
implementation for successful LLS usage has great resonance with other research dealing
directly with the SILL (such as Lee & Oxford, 2008). This awareness also makes the
current studies’ use of the ICAN survey significant because the ICAN asks students to
review their own feelings about linguistic competence.
Green and Oxford (1995) Green and Oxford (1995) present research in this
article that one of the first which attempts to study the SILL with respect to gender
differences. Oxford released the SILL in 1990, and since that time, the SILL has been
used for many different scholarly and pragmatic purposes with Cronbach alpha ranging
from .93-.98. The article also purports itself to be the first which seeks to study the

20
reliability of individual items in the SILL instead of looking at the six discrete portions of
the SILL among which the individual items are divided.
Green and Oxford (1995) suggest that their current study of 374 students at the
University of Puerto Rico reveals findings similar to those of previous studies—as
students have higher SILL scores (that is, they report higher usage of certain learning
strategies), their grades rise. The students are divided among three course levels and also
uses a language proficiency measurement (English as a Second language Achievement
Test, or ESLAT) that correlates with the TOEFL (r = .91). These two elements are
correlated with performance on the SILL with variation of overall strategy varying
significantly by course level. Green and Oxford also report that 22 out of 50 of the SILL
items varied significantly relative to course level. They arrived at this analysis by use of
chi-square tests, but the overall evaluation between gender and proficiency was
accomplished by use of ANOVA. The authors provide an exhaustive explanation of the
chi-square tests on each of the items of the test, divided among the discrete parts of the
SILL as a whole.
Green and Oxford (1995) also employ a very useful method in evaluating the
large amounts of data generated by the SILL. This was originally implemented by
Oxford in her original SILL as a means by which students and teachers could evaluate
more easily the general categories of strategy use. If a student responds with a 1 or 2 on
the Likert scale in the SILL, for that particular item they are grouped as low strategy use.
Responses of 4 or 5 were treated as high strategy use, and a response of 3 was considered
moderate (p. 271). This allows the chi-square analysis to be performed more easily, and
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though certain nuance of response may be lost, the benefits to generalizability present a
utility invaluable for analysis.
Peacock and Ho (2003) Peacock and Ho (2003) use the ESL/EFL SILL (version
7.0) to evaluate LLS use in student participants (n = 1,006) with respect to several
variables including major, gender and SECOND LANGUAGE proficiency. Of the 1,006
participants who responded to the SILL, a small percentage (n = 48) participated in semistructured interviews about their selection of LLS. A very strong reliability estimate was
provided (α = .9265) with a standard significance level (p < .05). Proficiency was
determined by the Hong Kong Advanced Level Use of English examination.
Peacock and Ho (2003) report that females (n = 493) reported significantly higher
use of the six SILL subscale categories than males. Typical highest strategy use across
the eight academic disciplines measured are presented (i.e. students majoring in math had
lower use of affective strategies and higher use of social strategies). Statistical analyses
indicated a significant, positive correlation between 27 individual strategies and
proficiency as measured by the Hong Kong Advanced Level Use of English examination.
These 27 strategies are ranked and information is given about the strategy type and to
which subscale the individual item belongs. The top three strategies are (1) “I practice
the sounds of English,” a cognitive strategy, (2) “I try to learn about the culture of
English speakers,” a social strategy, and (3) “I pay attention when someone is speaking
English,” a metacognitive strategy.
Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006) Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006) use the SILL to
evaluate language learning strategy (LLS) use in a training program geared toward
helping students improve their academic English skills. This program, called the
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Intensive English Program (IEP), is a precursor to other methods of testing for English
proficiency prior to college admission. They examined strategy use according to course
level, nationality and gender. Student-respondents (n=55) were divided among three
course levels: beginning (n=11), intermediate (n=30), and advanced (n=14). The top
three languages represented by these non-native English speakers were Japanese (40%),
Taiwanese (22%) and Korean (20%). Version 7.0 of the SILL was used.
Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006) contrast to previous studies using the SILL in
which reliability coefficients frequently were presented from .85 to .98, the reliability
here was much lower (α=.67). Hong-Nam and Leavell (2006) report that there were
statistically significant differences among LLS use. As a group, these second language
learners use metacognitive and social strategies more than any other. They also provide a
table in which item strategies are ranked with mean scores and category representation.
The most commonly used single item (M = 4.25 out of 5) refers to using gestures to stand
for a word (a compensation strategy), while the least used strategy is monitoring anxiety
when using English (an affective strategy). Intermediate level students reported the
highest levels of LLS use and was the crest of the curvilinear relationship found among
second language learners. Mean LLS among the nationalities represented by the largest
numbers of students are: Japanese (3.40), Chinese (3.37), Korean (3.32) and Other (3.56).
While the authors report an active use of LLS among these groups, only the amalgamated
Other group actually meets the 3.5 threshold established by Oxford to demonstrate high
LLS use.
Alptekin (2007) Alptekin (2007) conducted a study of strategy use by students
learning two foreign languages at the same time. This study does not focus on a formal
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evaluation of the SILL in isolation. Instead, Alpetkin also evaluates where the type of
language learning instruction plays a role in the use of strategies and the overall outcome
of the students’ learning. Students (n=25) learning English were taught in a traditional,
formal manner but were taught Turkish using informal strategies.
Alptekin (2007) used SILL 7.0 which contains 50 items and is designed for nonnative speakers of English learning the English language. The authors make no note of
any adaptations of the SILL 7.0 to accommodate the administration of the SILL for
learning Turkish. Students had to score less than 213 on the TOEFL to be a part of the
study. Administration of the SILL for each second language (English and Turkish)
occurred at a week interval to prevent contamination of responses. Both administrations
of the SILL were done in English.
Alptekin (2007) reports that no non-parametric tests were conducted due to the
small sample size and does not present a measure of reliability. Variation within the
second language learning groups was considered significant. When learning English,
students demonstrated a higher use of metacognitive, cognitive and compensation
strategies, while when learning Turkish, they made greater use of compensation and
social strategies. Between-subjects comparisons found that all relationships were nonstatistically significant with the exception that metacognitive strategies were used more in
learning English than Turkish (p<.01) and social strategies were higher in Turkish
learning rather than English (p<.05).
Magogwe and Oliver (2007) Magogwe and Oliver (2007) contribute two key
ideas to the study of LLS in second language acquisition and proficiency. This study
focuses on second language acquisition when the use of the second language isn’t
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considered socially relevant or desired and links second language acquisition and
proficiency to measures of self-efficacy. The research studied a large body of students (n
= 480) in Botswana who are learning English. The study took place between 2002 and
2005 and employed several instruments including EFL SILL, and like the current study,
part of the goal of the research conducted by Magogwe and Oliver (2007) is to
understand LLS use as a part of curriculum development.
Magogwe and Oliver (2007) present research measuring proficiency and selfefficacy within a three-tiered educational structure. Students were classified as being in
the primary, secondary or tertiary level of education (in ascending order from simplest to
most advanced. Proficiency was classified as being either “good,” “fair,” or “poor.” The
reliability coefficients for the SILL are for primary, α = 0.89, for secondary, α = 0.82 and
for tertiary α = 0.84. The Morgan-Jinks Student Efficacy Scale used to measure student
efficacy possessed reliability coefficients for primary, α = 0.75, for secondary, α = 0.68
and for tertiary α = 0.67. In order to evaluate the relationship between LLS, efficacy and
proficiency with regard to the three educational levels, a one-way ANOVA was
conducted. Magogwe and Oliver (2007) posit findings that reiterate other research
confirming that as proficiency increases, so does LLS use. It is, however, worth noting
that the ANOVA revealed distinct variations in LLS use within educational brackets.
Fair students (middle proficiency) were found to have the highest mean LLS use (M =
2.90), and while there was a statistically significant proficiency effect on LLS for primary
school students, the effect was not statistically significant for secondary and tertiary
students.
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Mori (2007) Mori (2007) explores LLS use as measured by the SILL in native
English speakers learning Japanese. The goal of the research was to provide information
about the frequency of LLS use and type of LLS use across four levels of study of
Japanese. Mean LLS frequency use showed no significant difference across academic
levels, and LLS choice use was consistent in its variation across levels.
Mori (2007) used SILL 5.1 (for native English speakers learning a foreign
language, 80 items) to evaluate LLS, and while 120 were native English speakers, 31
were not. The SILL was administered on the last day of class to students (n = 151)
spread out across four academic levels: first year (n = 46), second year (n = 40), third
year (n = 36) and fourth year (n = 29). No reliability analyses were provided. Mean
overall frequency strategy use for learners of Japanese were first year (M = 3.22), fourth
year (M = 3.19), third year (M = 3.16) and second year (M = 3.11). Mori (2007) reports
that all means fall within the range of medium use as specified by Oxford (1990) and
provides a detailed graphical representation of all subscale usage across the four
academic levels. LLS as represented by Oxford’s (1990) subscales, in order of greatest
use to least are social, compensation, cognitive, metacognitive, memory and lastly
affective strategies. Mori (2007) concludes the analysis by pointing out that active and
autonomous language learning increases as LLS strategy is evaluated in progressively
advanced academic levels.
Lee and Oxford (2008) Lee and Oxford (2008) present a study with a large
number of participants (n = 1,110) in which LLS is evaluated by the SILL and is coupled
with metacognitive interviews. Though its principles certainly apply to English speaking
students learning another language such as Spanish, French or Italian, Oxford’s SILL was
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originally designed in the context of evaluating students who are learning English as a
second or foreign language. Oxford partnered with Lee on Sejong University in Korea to
evaluate the usefulness of the SILL in Korean students (n = 1,110) learning English.
These students were divided among middle school, high school and universities.
Lee and Oxford (2008) produce a study that is unique in its addition of several
new questions in the SILL. These questions are designed to measure the student’s
awareness of a particular learning strategy and their evaluation of the ability to speak
English relative to their peers. The questions also allow students to answer open-ended
questions about their feelings about learning English. And, while not unique to the field
of inquiry surrounding SILL studies, this particular study evaluates any correlation
between the use of the SILL and a student’s major. On a stylistic note, Lee and Oxford’s
decision to include six clearly stated goals in the form of questions (p. 11) provides the
reader an effective and succinct way to evaluate the article’s goals. Also, the authors
report that the metacognitive elements of the revised SILL provide a Cronbach’s alpha of
.94. Compensatory strategies had the highest frequency (M=3.10, SD=.83). University
students had the highest report of frequencies, followed by middle school students, then
high school students.
Lee and Oxford (2008) speculate that this could be a result of Korean college
placement exam administered during the high school years, the preparation for which
prompts less exploration of new strategies in general. This study was particularly
enlightening for a number of reasons. The addition of metacognitive as well as selfreflective understanding questions about learning a new language open up a new field of
exploration for foreign language studies. Third, being aware of the culturally sensitive
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nature of language apprehension is a critical and often neglected step in appreciating the
difficulties of the task of second language acquisition.
Griffiths (2007) Griffiths (2007) uses the SILL to create an original questionnaire
aimed at measuring consonance between teacher and student perceptions of learning
strategies, called the English Language Learning Strategy Inventory (ELLSI). The
research reported in this article focuses on the intersection of instructor teaching
strategies and student learning strategies related to SECOND LANGUAGE education.
The author reports that while the amount of correspondence between teacher perception
and student perception is high (71%) on the ELLSI. This article reports on the
development and original reliability and validation measures of the ELLSI.
Griffiths (2007) presents the ELLSI with two versions, one for students and one
for teachers. Students (n=131) were recruited and measured over a three month period.
The frequency of strategy use would be considered high with a mean score of 3.5, a
standard propounded by Oxford for the SILL. Students were also divided between lower
level learners (n=73) and higher level (n=58), based on course level. Teachers (n=34)
were asked to report how important they felt a particular strategy was to second language
learning success on their version of the ELLSI. Reliability for the student ELLSI (α=.87)
and teacher ELLSI (α=.89) was strong while the correlation between language learning
strategy use and course level was of only moderate strength (r = .35, p <.01). Mean
strategy use reported by the ELLSI for lower level learners was 2.9 while mean strategy
use among higher level learners was 3.3. Teachers responding to the ELLSI reported an
overall mean of 3.6 for strategy use and reported 17 of the 32 items of above threshold
(3.5) importance.
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Nakatani (2006) Nakatani (2006) reports that there is a need for research in how
students use LLS to improve their oral communication with EFL peers and that there is
also a need to study LLS use as measured by the SILL with particular attention to
whether or not students are able to recall and/or recognize their use of the particular LLS.
Nakatani engaged in research to develop the Oral Communication Strategy Inventory
(OCSI) and then compared the results of student performance on the OCSI with SILL
scores. It was found that students who had strong oral competence also demonstrated
high LLS use as measured by the SILL such as social affective strategies.
Nakatani (2006) employed EFL SILL (version 7.0). Prior to comparing the SILL
to the OCSI, Nakatani spent four months developing the OCSI in three universities in
Japan. OCSI is a 70 item Likert-scale questionnaire that asks student to respond to LLS
use relative specifically to speaking English. After a second pilot study (n = 400), the
OCSI was pared down to a 58 item questionnaire: 32 items measuring coping with
speaking problems and 26 items measuring coping with listening problems. Factor
analyses were performed on the OCSI, and final subscale criteria were defined. The
OCSI was correlated with the SILL. Nakatani (2006) provides detailed correlational
analyses for all of the OCSI strategies (both speaking and listening) with the six subscales
propounded by Oxford (1990) in the SILL. Overall correlation strength was moderately
strong between SILL and OCSI speaking problem strategies (r = .62) and listening
problem strategies (r = .57).
Rao (2006) Rao (2006) modified the SILL for native English speakers (version
5.1) to accommodate a study about LLS among Chinese students (n = 217) learning
English. Rao begins by contrasting traditional Chinese education expectations with the
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way in which English is taught as a foreign language. Rao (2006) states that, “Chinese
teachers of English believe that ‘Learning sparsely but well’ is a practical and economic
way to facilitate language acquisition,” (pg. 495).
Rao (2006) suggests that the conditions under which EFL is taught is of high
interest with regard to the SILL in that it reveals certain commonalities among Chinese
students that are related to their cultural background. Mean strategy use of the six
subscales provided by Oxford (1990) are: (A) Memory (M = 2.99), (B) Cognitive (M =
2.88), (C) Compensation (M = 3.18), (D) Metacognitive (M = 3.18), (E) Affective (M =
3.31) and (F) Social (M = 2.70). Rao (2006) also posits that two SILL strategies that
would equip students to prepare for examinations (an academic exercise common in
China) possess high frequency use. These are Item 64 (reviewing vocabulary, texts and
notes before exams) with 71% frequency and Item 65 (doing many exercises before the
examination) with 53% frequency. The item with highest frequency use in this research
is a compensation strategy, “Read without looking up every new word,” with 77% high
use reported (77% of students selected a 4 or a 5 on the 5 point Likert scale.
Teh, Embi, Yusoff, and Mahamod (2009) Teh, et al. (2009) explore possible
significant relationships between gender and LLS use as measured by the SILL. The
authors posit that while females typically have been found to have higher strategy use
than males, often these results have not been found to be statistically significant.
Participants (n = 457) were tested for LLS use using a modified version of SILL 7.0
which contained only 60 items. The overall reliability estimate was high (α = 0.954) with
subscale reliability ranging from 0.650 (affective strategies) and 0.869 (cognitive
strategies). A one-way MANOVA (F (7, 449) = 3.122, Sig. = 0.003 (p < 0.05)) was
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conducted after preliminary assumption analyses provided no serious violations that
needed to be corrected.
Teh, et al. (2009) report that the MANOVA revealed that mean overall LLS use
as measured by this modified version of the SILL showed a significant difference
between males and females. When univariate/between-subjects tests for each
independent variable was measured (the six subscales presented by Oxford (1990),
gender differences in LLS use were significant only in the affective subscale (Sig. =
0.001) and metaphysical subscale (Sig. = 0.004). Females reported higher strategy use in
the affective subscale (M = 2.493) than males (M = 2.283) as well as the metaphysical
subscale (M = 2.767), 0.194 higher than males (M = 2.573).
Oxford, Cho, Leung and Kim (2004) Oxford, et al. (2004) present LLS usage as
measured by the self-report Reading Strategy Questionnaire (RSQ) in the context of a
second language learning task. While this study does not deal with the SILL specifically,
the use of LLS is investigated. The authors attempt to delineate the various meanings of
the word task as they apply to the second language learning situation. These meanings
include task as duty, as segment for curriculum and teaching, as behavioral framework
separate from activity, as a meaningful, authentic, communicative activity, and as an
accuracy-or structure-oriented activity (pg. 6-8). In the research presented by Oxford, et
al (2004), there are two second language tasks presented to students taking the RSQ. One
task involved reading a very simple passage in the second language and answering
questions about it, the second task involved a more complex reading passage.
Oxford, et al. (2004) present a study comparing two second language conditions.
ESL/EFL participants (n = 36) were asked to evaluate LLS usage when answering
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questions about two passages in the second language (in this case English), one easy and
one hard. The study occurred over three weeks. In week one, participants completed the
RSQ and answered a background questions. In week two, participants read the simple
passage, answered five questions about the passage and then completed the RSQ. In
week three, the process for week two was repeated using the more difficult passage.
Students were divided by their performance on the reading comprehensions questions.
Those students scoring above the mean score (M = 7.47) were considered to have high
proficiency, and those below the mean had low proficiency. The mean score was not
obtained by any student.
Oxford, et al. (2004), employed repeated measures ANOVA to conduct this
statistical analysis. The significance level of the test was set at p < .10 because the test
was exploratory in nature. The authors report that there were no significant main effects
for the key variables, task conditions (no task, easy task, difficult task) and proficiency
levels (low-proficiency and high-proficiency). An interaction effect was found, however,
between task conditions and proficiency levels and was statistically significant (F(2,1) =
5.837, p < .021). The highest reported mean strategy use was in the low-proficiency
group on the difficult task (M = 2.85), and the lowest reported mean strategy use was in
the high proficiency group on the easy task (M = 2.65), a difference of only 0.20.
Research with the SILL has provided several contributions to the nature of
language learning strategy use. The use of specific SILL 7.0 items has been found to be
positively and significantly correlated with proficiency (22 out of 50 items) in one study
(Green & Oxford, 1995) and 27 out of 50 items in another study (Peacock & Ho, 2003).
The SILL has been used as a foundational statement about language learning strategies in
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several studies (Griffiths, 2007, Nakatami, 2006), and Oxford is involved in studying
another LLS questionnaire in relationship to a second language tasks (Oxford, et al.,
2004). Overall strategy use is typically found to be at the medium level as defined by
Oxford (1990) across educational segments. This is demonstrated by Mori (2007). As a
statement to the culturally sensitive nature of the SILL, in a country that frequently uses
exams to evaluate student performance, SILL items that reflect exam preparation skills
were shown to have highest usage (Rao, 2006). By contrast, a SILL study in another
nation that makes high use of examinations for students found Subscale A (Memory
strategies) had the lowest mean usage, while Subscale D (Metacognitive strategies) had
the highest (Lee & Oxford, 2008). Even in a cultural setting in which learning a second
language was greeted with ambivalence, it was found that SILL strategy use was highest
in middle proficiency groups, a finding similar to other studies without ambivalence
toward the second language (Magogwe & Oliver, 2007).
The nature of studying LLS as a quantifiable approach is complex, its difficulty
rooted in a question about whether or not a specific LLS can be accurately reported by
the student. While a particular learning strategy may be overt at first, it eventually moves
from declarative to procedural knowledge, and once that occurs, the student’s ability to
operate on the LLS is brought in question (Chamot, 2005). Not every SILL study finds
an exceedingly high reliability coefficient (Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006), and four of the
six subscales were found to be statistically insignificant when compared to a proficiency
measure, metacognitive and social strategies being found statistically significant
(Alptekin, 2007). Furthermore, the SILL is occasionally modified (Teh, et al, 2009),
going so far as to add an entirely new subscale without mention of the way that these
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additional items would compare to the overall SILL presented originally (Oxford, 1990).
These questions and practices present a complexity to studying the SILL that could be
rectified with greater consistency in application. The lack of continuity within SILL
research prevents those who may want to use the SILL from being able to fully justify its
use prior to application. Table 11 provides information about the empirical studies that
focus on the SILL. This information includes the number of participants in the study,
which version of the SILL that is used, reliability (if provided) and whether or not the
SILL was adapted in any way. The majority of the studies only provided information
about the ranking of subscale usage and did not provide an analysis of individual item
usage. These subscale rankings are provided with mean and standard deviations.
The present research addressed three questions.
Research Question 1. Does the data provided by the SILL portray a state or trait of
student learning?
The strategies measured in the SILL are divided into six distinct subscales that
theoretically spring from distinct methods of learning. Initial consideration of the SILL
strategies asks if these strategies portray a state—that a student may change his/her
strategy usage relative to the level of class (100-level, 200-level) or if strategy use is a
trait—that regardless of the level of class, students continue to employ similar strategy
use.
Research Question 2. Does the SILL provide a method that could inform second
language course creation?
The 80-item SILL provides three levels of information—the mean SILL score as a
whole, the mean SILL scores on the six subscales, and individual 80-item strategies.
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Recognizing what, if any, part of the SILL could serve as a predictor for academic
success would allow the Foreign Language Department to focus attention and resources
on a particular type of learning style. This would be true of either the SILL as a whole or
the discrete subscales within the SILL.
Research Question 3. Does the SILL data gathered at UTC retain confirmatory validity
relative to the theoretical construct designed by Oxford?
This study also adds to a solid body of empirical research that explores the
strengths of the SILL as well as possible avenues for further study and refinement.
Factor analyses were conducted on the data to confirm the validity of the SILL. Analyses
were also conducted to determine what, if any, regrouping of the items into new
subscales would create subscales or overall scales that are better predictors of
performance.
As the content of this research has implications on the distribution of resources in
learning of a foreign language, the study looked for rigorous statistical methods and
robust strength in the correlations between metacognitive evaluation and strategy
usefulness. Two different types of reliability were determined using Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient. The first type of reliability is for the SILL results as a whole, and the second
was to determine the reliability of each of the six discrete portions or subscales within the
SILL. Both construct and criteria validity were assessed. Construct validity of the SILL
data will be performed using confirmatory factory analysis in order to determine if the
theoretical construct of the SILL is substantiated with UTC data.
Later, criteria validity will be determined by comparing the results of the SILL
with the results of the ICAN survey. The ICAN survey was developed by UTC faculty as
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a way to compare the metacognitive assessments of students about their abilities to use
the second language. Comparing SILL results with metacognitive assessments (such as
UTC’s ICAN) is consistent with recent scholarly interests (Lee & Oxford, 2008).
Possible avenues for additional analyses of data include limited test-retest capability (in
which students took the SILL at the beginning of two consecutive semesters), comparison
of gender differences within UTC SILL results (consistent with Green & Oxford, 1995),
and comparison of SILL results with final grades in the respective classes.
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CHAPTER TWO: METHOD
An assessment of Oxford’s SILL will be conducted using archival data from the
University of Tennessee at Chattanooga’s Department of Foreign Languages and
Literatures. These data were collected during the 2007-2008 school year. Students were
asked to complete the SILL at the beginning of each semester. These students are native
English-speakers learning a second language such as Spanish, French, and Italian.
Gender information was not gathered with the data set. Scores were obtained from
students in three course levels, increasing in difficulty as course identification numbers
increase. Elementary courses are 100 level, intermediate courses are 200 level, and
advanced courses are 300 level. There are two 100 level courses (101 and 102); one 200
level course (211) and one 300 level course (311). The majority of scores is from
students at the 100 level and accounted for 70.2% of the sample (n = 87), followed by
students at the 200 level who represented 25% of the sample (n = 31) with the fewest
scores coming from students, 4.8%, at the 300 level (n = 6). Three foreign languages
were represented in the sample. Students studying Spanish represented 41.9% of the
sample (n = 52), students studying French represented 33.1% of the sample (n = 41),
while those studying Italian accounted for 25.0% of the sample (n = 31). Students
studying Spanish represented all three course levels: 69% at the 100 level (n = 36), 19%
at the 200 level (n = 10), and 11.5% at the 300 level (n = 6). Students studying French
represented two course levels: 48.8% at the 100 level (n = 20) and 51.2% at the 200 level
(n = 21). One hundred percent of the students studying Italian were doing so at the 100
level.
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Materials
The preceding literature review provided an overview of existing research
pertaining to the development of the SILL and its applications. In an effort to add
substantively to the extant body of literature, numerous approaches employed by prior
SILL researchers will be synthesized using the current data set. As stated previously, the
majority of SILL research has centered around EFL students’ LLS use. What follows is a
rationale of the specific studies and research methods that were employed previously and
how they are used to evaluate native English speakers’ use of LLS in second language
learning. This is consistent with the research goals that guided this project in that the
incorporation of various evaluative tools will provide instructors with a clearer picture of
LLS use as measured by the SILL as well as an evaluation of the SILL itself. Several of
the research strategies to be replicated utilize triad groupings of LLS usage within the
SILL established by Oxford (1990). The SILL has a five-point Likert scale by which
students respond to their LLS usage: Always or almost always used, 4.5-5.0; Generally
used, 3.5-4.4; Sometimes used, 2.5-3.4, Generally not used, 1.5-2.4, and Never or almost
never used, 1.0-1.4. Oxford (1990) suggest that for ease of analysis these five rankings
be collapsed into three usage categories: High: 3.5 to 5.0, Medium: 2.5 to 3.4, and Low:
1.0 to 2.4.
Analysis Strategy
Strategy Use Across Course Level Following the model provided by Green &
Oxford (1995), current SILL data will be evaluated with regard to course level. This
simple presentation will provide mean, standard deviation and ANOVA significance
level of each of the subscales within the SILL. While Green & Oxford (1995) provide
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information about gender differences of subscale mean, standard deviation and
significance level, this analysis will not be performed as gender information was not
gathered in the data collection process.
Ranked Strategy Usage Along Oxford’s (1990) Usage Brackets This research
measure uses the collapsed strategy usage categories. Hong-Nam & Leavell (2006, pg.
405-406) rank all 50 strategy items of SILL 7.0 according to mean strategy use in their
sample (n = 55). The information provided include strategy category, strategy number,
strategy statement, rank and mean. By organizing the data in this way, the three
collapsed strategy usage categories become clear. Following the model of Hong-Nam &
Leavell (2006), the same information will be provided, and while it does not indicate any
relationship between LLS and another measure of proficiency, the comparisons of the
strategies will be easily made relative to the groupings provided by Oxford (1990).
Strategy Use Across Course Levels (high level only) This research strategy also
uses the collapsed strategy usage categories. Lee and Oxford (2008, pg. 21) present SILL
strategies ranked in the high usage category (3.5-5.0) according to differing education
levels. This narrows the focus of the research method modeled after Green & Oxford
(1995). While the original education classifications (Lee & Oxford, 2008) are middle
school, high school and university, the method of specification is pertinent, particularly
considering the stated goal of finding LLS that are commonly used in second language
acquisition.
High Strategy Use Items, Ranked with Percentage of Use Another research
method that employs the collapsed strategy usage categories provides percentage of high
usage (students reporting 4 or 5 on the SILL) frequency (Rao, 2006, pg. 501). Rao
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(2006) reports the top strategy items (n = 17) with item number and, subscale location
and statement portraying the strategy. Rao then shows the percentage of students that
reported high usage of that particular item. A similar strategy will be employed on the
current data set in order to provide a clear picture of preferred high usage SILL items.
Confirmatory and Exploratory Factor Analyses Several factor analyses of the
SILL exist (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989, Nyikos & Oxford, 1993, Oxford & Burry-Stock,
1995, Hsiao & Oxford, 2002). These analyses have different functions. Oxford and
Nyikos (1989) and Nyikos and Oxford (1993) are two articles expounding on the same
original factor analysis that preceded the development of the SILL in the two versions
(5.1 and 7.0) presented by Oxford (1990) and used in the following decades. The factor
analyses reported by Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995) are a review of numerous factor
analyses conducted by other scholars. The original factor analysis (1989 and 1993)
evaluated SILL data from an instrument that differs from the two SILL versions used by
scholars, and the 1995 factor analyses presented do not provide detailed numerical
exploration. It is for this reason that the SEM factor analysis presented by Hsiao and
Oxford (2002) will serve as a model for confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses of
the UTC SILL data set.
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CHAPTER THREE: RESULTS
Data from the current research participants (n = 124) have been statistically
analyzed using PASW software. Mean overall strategy use for all participants was 3.11.
Mean strategy use for all participants for the discrete SILL subscales as well as standard
deviations of subscales are presented in Table 2. Part C, compensation strategies had the
highest overall subscale mean usage (M= 3.55), while Part E, affective strategies, had the
lowest overall subscale mean usage (M = 2.54). The overall reliability coefficient (α =
.951) was consistent with previous findings of high reliability. Part C, compensation
strategies, had the lowest subscale reliability (α = .695), while Part D, metacognitive
strategies, had the highest subscale reliability (α = .907). Subscale reliability measures
are presented in Table 1.
Strategy Use Across Course Level
Significant differences between mean subscale scores were evaluated with regard
to differences among course level using standard ANOVA procedures. Mean subscale
scores were calculated casewise for the six subscales. As 100 Level course scores were
distributed between two classes (101 and 102), mean scores and standard deviations of
the two classes were averaged to create a single mean and standard deviation. Level 200
and Level 300 scores were not affected, as there is only one specific course per grouping
level. Means and standard deviations are presented for each subscale, divided by the
three course groupings. Significant differences between the three course levels are
presented in Table 3. The analysis found significant differences course-wise among the
six subscale in only two subscales. These are the cognitive subscale (Part B) and the
metacognitive subscale (Part D). In both subscales differing significantly, advanced
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students employed more LLS than intermediate students and intermediate students
employed more LLS than elementary students. The range of mean scores for Part B was
3.02 to 3.59 (range of .57), and the range of mean scores for Part D was 3.01 to 3.82
(range of .81).
Ranked Strategy Usage Along Oxford’s (1990) Collapsed Usage Bracket
Following the model provided by Hong-Nam and Leavell (2005), each LLS item
(n = 80) provided by administration of the SILL 5.1 was ranked by mean usage.
Collapsed strategy usage categories (Oxford, 1990) were used. High usage is defined as
a mean item score of between 3.50 to 5.0, medium usage is defined as a mean item score
of 2.5 to 3.4, and low usage is defined as a mean item score of 2.4 and below. HongNam and Leavell (2005) evaluated SILL 7.0 which contains 50 items, and in their
analysis, 46% of items were in the high usage category (n = 23), 52% were in the
medium usage category (n = 26) while only 2% of the items were in the low usage
category (n = 1).
For the present study, subscale category, item number, description and mean are
provided (Table 4). In addition to the analysis provided by Hong-Nam and Leavell
(2005), an additional analysis was performed to evaluate the inter-bracket usage of the
subscale items for the current study. Percentage of items total to 101% due to rounding
errors. Thirty-five percent of items were found in the high usage category (n = 28), 49%
of items were in the medium usage category (n = 39), and 17% of the items were in the
low usage category (n = 13). Subscale representations within each collapsed usage level
are provided in Table 5. Cognitive strategies represented the highest subscale percentage
of all three collapsed usage levels (high usage—29%, medium usage—36%, and low
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usage—23%, tied with memory strategies). A compensation strategy (item 41 for high
usage, item 42 for medium usage, and item 47 for low usage) was the highest item
reported in each of the categories. The range for the low usage category is 1.19-2.44
(1.25), for medium usage, the range is 2.56-3.44 (.88), and for high usage, the range is
3.46-4.24 (.78).
Strategy Use Across Course Levels (high level only)
SILL strategies were organized according to each of the three academic levels
(100 Level students, 200 level students and 300 level students). SILL items were
arranged in descending order within each academic level according to mean usage.
Following the model suggested by Lee and Oxford (2008), high usage strategy item use
(3.5 and above) for each academic level was determined. Students at the 100 level
reported the least high usage items (n = 11), followed by students at the 200 level (n =
39) and students at the 300 level (n = 46). The steady increase of strategy use along
proficiency lines is consistent with previous findings (see Magogwe & Oliver, 2007).
The mean score, rank, item number, descriptors and ranked usage of the remaining two
course levels are presented in Table 6.
SILL 5.1 Subscale A (memory strategies) contains 15 items, Subscale B
(cognitive strategies) contains 25 items, Subscale C (compensation strategies) contains 8
items, Subscale D (metacognitive strategies) contains 16 items, Subscale E (affective
strategies) contains 7 items, and Subscale F (social strategies) contains 9 items (Oxford,
1990). Percentage of SILL subscales of high level usage among students were
determined as well as the representativeness of each of the high level usage items relative
to overall items of the subscales of the SILL. The percentages of these responses are
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presented in Table 7. Compensation strategies were represented highest in the three
course levels (100 level, 50%; 200 level, 75%; 300 level, 63%) and had the highest
representation except at the 300 level (3rd highest behind social strategies-77% and
metacognitive strategies-75%). Affective strategies had the lowest representation in all
of the course levels (100 level, 0%; 200 level, 29%; 300 level, 29%).
High Strategy Use Items, Ranked with Percentage of Use
Following the example of Rao (2006), high usage strategy items were ranked
according to percentage usage of that item. Only items (n = 28) whose mean overall
usage was considered high according to the collapsed usage brackets provided by Oxford
(1990) were examined. Item identification (subscale designated by letter and item
number, i.e. C41 represents compensation subscale and item number 41), percentage use
rank, mean rank, item descriptor and percentage are reported in Table 8. Rao (2006)
omitted any items whose percentage usage was not equal to or greater than 50%. Using
Rao’s (2006) standard of a 50% usage cutoff, only 33% of SILL items (n = 26) were
reportedly used by students in the high usage category. In this analysis, those items (E65
and A15) were retained but presented in Table F in shaded rows. Only items C41 (M =
4.24, % = 84.7) and B36 (M = 4.11, % = 77.4) had the same percentage use and mean
rank (1 and 2, respectively).
Confirmatory and Exploratory Factor Analyses
Two factor analyses were performed on the data in an effort to evaluate the SILL.
The first was a confirmatory factor analysis. As Oxford (1990) divided the SILL into six
subscales, a six factor principal-components, Varimax factor analysis was performed on
the data, specifying eigenvalues higher than 1.0. This analysis accounted for 42.567% of
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the variance in the present data set. This is 6.903% less than the mean variance
accounted for in a meta-analysis (Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995) of 49.47% and was lower
than the lowest variance in the meta-analysis of 43.7% by 1.133%. The meta-analysis
was a study of six factor structures of the SILL EFL version (version 7.0), only one of
which was published in a peer-reviewed journal, the remainder of which were
unpublished master’s theses.
Factor analysis rotation converged in 11 iterations. Factor loadings were
considered important when loading was at greater than or equal to .400. Of the six
components defined by this factor analysis, none demonstrated a 100% affirmation of any
of the six subscales presented by Oxford (1990). The highest percentage of items loading
in each subscale on any of the six components defined in descending order are: Subscale
D-75%, Subscale F-67%, Subscale C-62.5%, Subscale E-43%, Subscale A-33.3% and
Subscale B-28%. Six items loaded on two factors, 60 items loaded on one factor only,
and 14 items did not load on any factors. Items loading on two factors and those not
loading on any factors are presented in Table 9. Twenty items loaded on factors 1 and 2
each, ten items on factor 3, eleven on factor 4, eight items on factor 5 and three items
loaded on factor 6.
Items loading on each factor were grouped separately in an effort to explore
possible relationships outside of the six subscales defined by Oxford (1990). Reliability
analyses were run on each of these subscales and are presented in Table 1. Once optimal
reliability for each subscale was determined (by removing any items that were bringing
down the reliability coefficient), the mean optimal reliability of the new subscales (α =
.799) was only slightly greater than the mean optimal reliability of the Oxford subscales
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(α = .791). Since 14 of the SILL items did not load onto any factor at a level of .400, an
overall reliability coefficient was calculated that excluded the 14 items. The overall
reliability of the new subscale SILL was the same (α = .951). Preliminary nominal
descriptors of groupings of SILL subscale components are presented in Table 1.
Additional analyses of the confirmatory analysis focused on the effect on
reliability and factor loading after removing all non-loading items. Using the cutoff of
.400, non-loading items were considered those which did not load at all (zero loading)
and those items which loaded twice (double loading). The goal of this analysis was to
determine what, if any, items could be removed that would result in higher factor loading.
Maximum factor reporting refers to any factor or factors that contained the highest
number of items loading from each subscale.
Confirmatory factor analysis 1 (CFA1) accounted for 42.567% of variance in item
scores (see above for reliability). In CFA1, 25% of items were non-loading (n = 20, 6
zero load and 14 double load) while 75% of items (n = 60) were loading. Non-loading
items (n = 20) were removed from the data set, and a second confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA2) was performed. CFA2 accounted for 45.734% of variance (an increase of 3.167%
variance explained) and the rotation converged in 9 iterations. Only 10% of items (n
=60) in CFA2 were non-loading (n = 6) with 90% (n = 54) of items loading. All
subscales had an increase in percentage of items loading over CFA1, and the overall scale
reliability for CFA2 was slightly lower (α = .936) than CFA1. Non-loading items in CFA2
were removed, and a third confirmatory factor analysis, CFA3, was performed which
accounted for 46.603% of variance (an increase of .869% of variance explained), and the
rotation converged in 8 iterations. Only 5% of the items (n = 54) in CFA3 were non-
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loading (n = 3) with 95% (n = 51) of items loading. Four subscales (Subscales A, B, E,
and F) in CFA3 had an increase in percentage of items loading over CFA2, one remained
constant (Subscale D), and one decreased (Subscale C). The overall scale reliability of
CFA3 was lower than CFA2 (α = .929). Due to the significant increase in percentage
factor loading, continued decrease of reliability and decrease of percentage loading in one
subscale, no further confirmatory factor analyses were performed. All data for CFA1,
CFA2 and CFA3 are presented in Table 10.
The second factor analysis is an exploratory factor analysis which did not restrict
extraction to the six components modeled by Oxford (1990). Using principle component
Varimax rotation, the exploratory factor analysis accounted for 74.322% of variance but
failed to converge after 100 iterations. However, when a second exploratory factor
analysis was performed using principle axis factoring, the rotation converged in 47
iterations with 64.038% of variance explained using 23 factors. While the amount of
variance accounted for was higher than in any of the confirmatory factor analyses (when
removing zero loading items only (42.567% explained) and the two factor analyses
removing all non-loading items), the exploratory factor analysis did not account for the
differences in item factor groupings between this analysis and Oxford’s (1990) SILL
subscales.
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CHAPTER FOUR: DISCUSSION
The primary contribution of this thesis is the application of SILL 7.0 (ESL/EFL
version) research to SILL 5.1 (native English speakers) data. The research techniques of
comparing mean strategy use along gender, educational level and proficiency levels have
enabled researchers to evaluate SILL 7.0, and some of these techniques have been
applied to the current research. The reliability coefficient of the present study is high (α
= .951). The overall mean usage of strategies is 3.11. Presented in descending order,
mean subscale usage for this study are: Compensation Strategies (Subscale C), Social
Strategies (Subscale F), Metacognitive Strategies (Subscale D), Cognitive Strategies
(Subscale B), Memory Strategies (Subscale A), and Affective Strategies (Subscale E).
Means and standard deviations are provided in Table 11. Compensation strategies, found
to be used most in this study, are language learning strategies that students can use to
help their language learning to fill in gaps of immediate knowledge. These items include
“When I do not understand all the words I read or hear, I guess the general meaning by
using any clue I can find, for example, clues from the context or situation,” and, “I direct
the conversation to a topic for which I know the words,” (Oxford, 1990). Affective
strategies, found to be used least in this study, are those that deal with emotional
regulation. Two examples of these strategies from the SILL are, “I pay attention to
physical signs of stress that might affect my language learning,” and, “I keep a private
diary or journal where I write my feelings about language learning,” (Oxford, 1990).
A great deal of SILL 7.0 research has focused on the internal validity of the
subscales. When comparing language learning strategy usage, Green and Oxford (1995)
found significant differences among four of the six subscales (cognitive, compensation,
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affective and social strategies) between strategy use and a three-tiered course level
system. Cognitive strategies use was higher by advanced students, followed by
intermediate and then elementary students. This pattern was replicated in the current
study, though significant differences were only found in cognitive strategies and
metacognitive strategies. Hong-Nam and Leavell (2005) measured the percentage use of
scale items as they fall into Oxford’s (1990) collapsed usage brackets. A similar analysis
was performed in the present study, and these percentages are noted in parenthesis, with
the findings of Hong-Nam and Leavell (2005) preceding: High usage 46% (35%),
Medium usage 52% (49%), and Low usage 2% (17%). Another study, Rao (2006) found
that 34% of items were used 50% of the time. The current study mirrors that findings
with 33% of the items being used 50% of the time. The confirmatory factor analysis
performed on the current data set allowed for greater refinement of SILL 5.1 without
rearranging the existing 80 items of SILL 5.1 into different subscales. This is reinforced
by the fact that the exploratory factor analysis did not converge in 100 iterations.
Limitations
Shortcomings in SILL research exist, both conceptually and methodologically.
Conceptually, the SILL attempts to paint a holistic picture of the language learner
through the particular strategies that he or she employs. Whether this portrait would be
of the learner’s state (relative, perhaps, to stage of language learning, life situation, or
perspective on language learning) or trait (a presentation of the student as language
learner using various strategy tools) is uncertain. If state, then the usefulness of the SILL
is called into question altogether as a simple presentation of a student’s perception of
what they might do. If state, then the validation of the SILL could only come from
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longitudinal studies that measure sets of students as they move from elementary to
intermediate and advanced stages of language learning. Methodologically, SILL research
has been inconsistently applied, and none of the findings that Oxford and colleagues
purport about the SILL have been substantiated in the current study. Both exploratory
and confirmatory factor analyses failed to demonstrate a clear distinction into the six
subscales that comprise the SILL, though study of the subscales has been central to SILL
research thus far.
As archival data were used to conduct this study, several pieces of information
could have been gathered that would have made the findings of the current research more
potent. Gender information, student major, reason for taking the second language class
are three pieces of demographic information that would have allowed the SILL
information to be evaluated in a way more consistent with existing research.
Additionally, incorporating a learning task in the second language as well as some
proficiency measure such as grades would have allowed firmer conclusions to have been
made.
Future research
Directions for future research and study of the SILL spring from some of the
findings of the current study. While the current sample size was sufficient and larger
than many other studies, a higher number of participants would allow for a more robust
exploration. Pairing SILL administration with tasks in the second language (Oxford, et
al., 2004) as well as the addition of open-ended questions (Lee & Oxford, 2008) would be
consistent with current SILL research . Certain demographic information could also be
collected including gender of participant (Green & Oxford ,1995), major (Peacock & Ho,
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2003) and reason for taking the second language (Magogwe & Oliver, 2007) would also
provide opportunities for a more nuanced analysis. Lastly, the dynamic relationship
between teacher and students in the classroom could be measured. Teachers and students
alike could be administered the SILL at the beginning and end of a semester. A
comparison could then be made to determine how significantly a teacher’s perception of
value of language learning strategies impacts a students success and strategy use as
measured by the SILL.
Questions linger about the SILL, methodologically, conceptually, and
pragmatically. Methodologically speaking, how do researchers use the SILL? As
mentioned before, SILL research has focused primarily on the ESL/EFL version. As
cultural perceptions of language differ from nation to nation, the various pieces of
research from different nations cannot accurately represent SILL application in all
nations, and not even in the nation the research was conducted in. While the body of
SILL research is strong, the majority of the findings cannot be generalized with any
degree of reliability. Conceptually, how do strategists, such as teachers and department
heads, use the SILL? If the picture of the language learner that the SILL captures is just a
state picture, how can we view any of the SILL findings as stable? If the SILL picture is
a trait picture, then the inconsistencies of subscale measurements upon which the SILL is
based forbid the viability of SILL findings in any regular context. Pragmatically, how do
students use the SILL? Though students may be given the knowledge of their SILL
score, both overall strategy use and strategy use within the subscales, there is no
indication that this knowledge impacts how they respond to the language learning
situation. Do the strategies of the SILL prompt greater awareness on the part of the
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student as to how they can improve their learning, or is it viewed as a simple pedagogical
exercise that is just another part of their institution’s educational platform? While there
may be benefit to be found in the SILL, in its current state and in the current state of its
research, the SILL could be at best one of many measurement items that could help serve
the interest of the language learner and instructor alike.
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Table 1
Reliability analyses of SILL, standard and rotated

Standard (Oxford, 1990)

Subscale
A
B
C
D
E
F

Descriptor
Remembering more effectively
Using mental processes
Compensation
Organizing and evaluating
Managing emotions
Learning with others

α
.750
.890
.695
.907
.700
.753
.791

Optimal α
same
same
.705
same
.739
same

Factor 1
Factor 2
Factor 3
Factor 4
Factor 5
Factor 6

Application and participation
Organization and evaluation
Pronunciation and association
Calm immersion and question
Visualization and substitution
Expectation

.911
.896
.817
.846
.696
.413

same
.899
.828
same
.700
.612

Subscale aggregate mean
Rotated (Russell, 2010)

Subscale aggregate mean
No comparisons are meant to be drawn between standard and rotated subscales (Subscale A does not compare to Factor 1)
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Table 2
Mean strategy use across all participants with subscale reliability, ranked by mean usage
Subscale
C
F
D
B
A
E

Descriptor
Compensation strategies
Social strategies
Metacognitive strategies
Cognitive strategies
Memory strategies
Affective strategies
Overall

Mean
3.55
3.32
3.14
3.13
2.95
2.54
3.11

SD
.613
.697
.746
.537
.537
.689
.524

Cronbach reliability
.695
.753
.907
.890
.750
.700
.951
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Table 3
SILL subscales analyzed along course levels and measured for significance (ANOVA)

SILL Subscale

M

E
SD

I
M

SD

M

A
SD

F (3,120) and
significance

Memory (A)
2.92 .57 3.05 .47 3.01 .52
n.s.
Cognitive (B)
3.02 .64 3.34 .45 3.59 .57
.847 (p =.014)
Compensation
3.50 .65 3.70 .50 3.50 .54
n.s.
(C)
Metacognitive
3.01 .77 3.36 .54 3.82 .70
1.668, (p =.011)
(D)
Affective (E)
2.47 .68 2.73 .66 2.60 .76
n.s.
Social (F)
3.26 .72 3.47 .57 3.48 .69
n.s.
E = Elementary courses, I = Intermediate course, A = Advanced course

Course
Level
Analysis
A>I>E

A>I>E
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Table 4
SILL LLS use, with distinction given to collapsed mean usage categories
Subscale
High usage
Compensation
Cognitive
Cognitive
Social
Compensation
Compensation
Memory
Metacognitive
Metacognitive
Compensation
Cognitive
Cognitive
Social
Metacognitive
Memory
Cognitive
Memory
Social
Social
Metacognitive
Cognitive
Metacognitive
Cognitive
Social
Affective
Cognitive

Strategy Item
41
36
31
72
45
44
1
50
63
46
39
17
73
55
4
18
7
79
74
54
30
51
37
80
65
32

LLS descriptor*

Rank

Mean

Use context clues with unfamiliar words
Compare/contrast new with native tongue
Use glossaries or dictionaries
Ask speaker to slow down if necessary
Ask other person for the right word
Use gestures or switch back to native if needed
Make associations between new & old material
Focusing on known rather than unknown
Learn from mistakes
Use synonyms to substitute exact right word
Look for patterns in new material
Imitate native speech
Ask others to verify I understood properly
Organize language notebook to record
Sound of new word with sound of familiar
Read story until it makes sense
Visualize spelling of word
Understand culture
Ask others to correct pronunciation
Study in a quiet environment
Seek specific details
Focus on specific language aspects
Prefer concept over word for word translation
Pay attention to thoughts/feelings in interaction
Relax when using language
Take notes in class in new language

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

4.24
4.11
4.10
4.01
3.96
3.94
3.93
3.84
3.79
3.78
3.78
3.77
3.73
3.60
3.58
3.58
3.56
3.56
3.56
3.55
3.53
3.52
3.51
3.51
3.48
3.48

62
Table 4 (continued)
Subscale
Metacognitive
Memory
Medium Use
Compensation
Cognitive
Cognitive
Social
Compensation
Memory
Cognitive
Affective
Memory
Cognitive
Cognitive
Compensation
Cognitive
Metacognitive
Social
Memory
Cognitive
Metacognitive
Memory
Metacognitive
Metacognitive
Memory
Affective
Metacognitive
Social
Cognitive

Strategy Item
59
15
42
40
29
77
48
10
38
67
13
20
16
43
22
64
78
3
35
56
8
58
62
6
66
60
75
34

LLS descriptor*
Clearly identify purpose of language task
Review of things learned much earlier

Rank
27
28

Mean
3.48
3.46

Read without looking up all new words
Initial personal heuristic that can be revised
Skim, then read thoroughly
Willing to ask native speaker for help
Direct conversation toward words I know
Word location on page/place first encountered
Cautious about transferring native to new lang.
Encourage myself to take risks
Review often
Practice sounds of alphabet
Say or write new expressions
Anticipate what’s said next in conversation
Use familiar words in different combinations
Evaluate general progress
Ask questions to show interest
Group new words with similar words
Use elementary components to find meaning
Plan goals for language learning
Combination of sounds and images
Consider task, skills, expectations to prepare
Notice and understand language errors
Make a clear mental picture
Encourage myself to promote more learning
Find opportunities to practice new language
Work with other learners for practice
Apply general rules to new situation

29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

3.44
3.43
3.41
3.40
3.35
3.35
3.30
3.29
3.28
3.27
3.24
3.23
3.19
3.19
3.16
3.15
3.15
3.10
3.10
3.08
3.06
3.03
3.02
3.02
2.97
2.89
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Table 4 (continued)
Subscale
Strategy Item LLS descriptor*
Cognitive
19
Revise my prose to improve
Cognitive
25
Think in new language
Metacognitive
53
Study consistently, not just for test
Cognitive
24
Watch TV/movies/listen to radio in new lang.
Memory
2
Use new word in sentence
Cognitive
21
Use idioms or routines in new language
Memory
11
Flashcards with word and meaning on sides
Metacognitive
49
Preview lesson for general idea/structure
Metacognitive
61
Look for people with whom I can practice
Cognitive
23
Initiate conversation in new language
Metacognitive
52
Improve language learning strategies
Memory
5
Rhyming
Cognitive
33
Make summaries of new material
Low use
Compensation
47
Make up new words if I don’t know right one
Affective
69
Pay attention to physical stress barriers
Metacognitive
57
Plan language learning for each day
Affective
71
Confide about language learning feelings
Memory
14
Pacing of review sessions
Affective
68
Give myself tangible rewards for success
Cognitive
28
Write personal notes in new language
Social
76
Have a regular language learning partner
Cognitive
26
Participate in out-of-class language activities
Memory
9
List related words and draw lines
Cognitive
27
Read for pleasure in new language
Memory
12
Physically act out words
Affective
70
Keep journal about how I feel about language
* Summary statement describing the SILL LLS item

Rank
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67

Mean
2.87
2.87
2.85
2.85
2.81
2.79
2.77
2.69
2.62
2.62
2.59
2.59
2.56

68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80

2.44
2.38
2.32
2.27
2.19
2.14
2.14
2.06
2.06
1.92
1.84
1.60
1.19
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Table 5
Subscale representation in collapsed usage brackets

Collapsed
A
B
C
D
E
F
Total
Usage
Memory Cognitive Compensation Metacognitive Affective Social
Bracket
High
Items
4
8
4
6
1
5
28
usage
Percentage
14%
29%
14%
21%
4%
18% 35%*
Medium
usage

Items
Percentage

Low
usage

Items
Percentage

8

14

3

9

2

3

39

21%

36%

8%

23%

5%

8%

49%*

3

3

1

1

4

1

13

23%

23%

8%

8%

31%

13%

17%*

* Percentage of overall items represented in collapsed usage bracket
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Table 6
LLS high usage according to education level
100 Level
Item

Descriptor*
Use context clues with unfamiliar
words
36
2
Cognitive
4.02
Compare/contrast new with native
tongue
72
3
Social
4.01
Ask speaker to slow down if necessary
31
4
Cognitive
3.99
Use glossaries or dictionaries
45
5
Compensation 3.87
Ask other person for the right word
44
6
Compensation 3.86
Use gestures or switch back to native if
needed
1
7
Memory
3.82
Make associations between new & old
material
73
8
Social
3.80
Ask others to verify I understood
properly
39
9
Cognitive
3.76
Look for patterns in new material
46
10
Compensation 3.74
Use synonyms to substitute exact right
word
63
11
Metacognitive 3.70
Learn from mistakes
* Summary statement describing the SILL LLS item
41

Rank
1

Subscale
Compensation

Mean
4.16

Alt. Rank
200
300
1
15
2

8

8
4
7
5

21
1
5
33

3

31

25

44

18
13

16
25

15

3

200 Level
Item
41

Rank
1

Subscale
Compensation

36

2

Cognitive

Mean Descriptor*
4.48 Use context clues with unfamiliar
words
4.29 Compare/contrast new with native
tongue

Alt. Rank
100
300
1
15
2

8

66
Table 6 (continued)
Alt. Rank

Item
1
31
44
50
45
72
17
55
10

Rank
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Subscale
Memory
Cognitive
Compensation
Metacognitive
Compensation
Social
Cognitive
Metacognitive
Memory

Mean
4.26
4.23
4.19
4.10
4.06
4.00
3.97
3.94
3.90

18
46
79
63
54
59
39
42
37

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Cognitive
Compensation
Social
Metacognitive
Metacognitive
Metacognitive
Cognitive
Compensation
Cognitive

3.90
3.87
3.87
3.87
3.81
3.81
3.77
3.71
3.71

30
7
80

21
22
23

Cognitive
Memory
Social

3.71
3.71
3.68

13
73

24
25

Memory
Social

3.68
3.58

29
26
Cognitive
77
27
Social
Table 6 (continued)

3.58
3.55

Descriptor*
Group new words with similar words
Use glossaries or dictionaries
Use gestures or switch back to native
Focusing on known instead of unknown
Ask other person for the right word
Ask speaker to slow down if needed
Imitate native speech
Organize language notebook
Word location on page/place first
encountered
Read story until it makes sense
Use synonyms to substitute
Understand culture
Learn from mistakes
Study in a quiet environment
Clearly identify purpose of language
Look for patterns in new material
Read without looking up all new words
Prefer concept over word for word
translation
Seek specific details
Visualize spelling of word
Pay attention to thoughts/feelings
during an interaction
Review often
Ask others to verify I understood
properly
Skim, then read thoroughly
Willing to ask native speaker for help

100
7
4
6
12
5
3
14
21
37

300
31
1
33
4
5
21
9
14
69

20
10
26
11
23
31
9
33
29

29
25
12
3
24
23
16
26
7

22
17
24

17
18
19

41
8

41
56

28
32

71
20
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Alt. Rank

Item
65
40
16
51
38

Rank
28
29
30
31
32

Subscale
Affective
Cognitive
Cognitive
Metacognitive
Cognitive

Mean
3.55
3.55
3.55
3.55
3.52

Descriptor*
Relax when using language
Personal heuristic that can be revised
Say or write new expression
Focus on specific language aspects
Cautious about transferring native to
new language
15
33
Memory
3.48 Review of things learned much earlier
62
34
Metacognitive
3.48 Notice and understand language errors
48
35
Compensation
3.48 Direct conversation toward words I
know
32
36
Cognitive
3.48 Take notes in class in new language
56
37
Metacognitive
3.48 Plan goals for language learning
4
38
Memory
3.45 Sound of new word with sound of
familiar
67
39
Affective
3.45 Encourage myself to take risks
* Summary statement describing the SILL LLS item

100
25
27
42
18
38

300
13
51
35
6
30

19
53
30

40
10
60

16
51
15

51
2
43

39

22

300 Level
Item
31
56
63
50
45
51
37

Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Subscale
Cognitive
Metacognitive
Metacognitive
Metacognitive
Compensation
Metacognitive
Cognitive

Mean
5.00
4.67
4.67
4.67
4.67
4.50
4.50

36

8

Cognitive

4.50

Table 6 (continued)

Descriptor*
Use glossaries or dictionaries
Plan goals for language learning
Learn from mistakes
Focusing on known, not unknown
Ask other person for the right word
Focus on specific language aspects
Prefer concept over word for word
translation
Compare/contrast new with native
language

Alt. Rank
100
200
4
4
51
37
11
15
12
6
5
7
18
31
29
20
2

2

68
Alt. Rank

Item
17
62
49
79
65
55
41
39
30
7
80

Rank
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Subscale
Cognitive
Metacognitive
Metacognitive
Social
Affective
Metacognitive
Compensation
Cognitive
Cognitive
Memory
Social

Mean
4.50
4.33
4.33
4.17
4.17
4.17
4.17
4.17
4.17
4.17
4.00

77
72
67
59

20
21
22
23

Social
Social
Affective
Metacognitive

4.00
4.00
4.00
4.00

54
46

24
25

Metacognitive
Compensation

4.00
4.00

42
25
18
20
38

26
27
28
29
30

Compensation
Cognitive
Cognitive
Cognitive
Cognitive

4.00
4.00
4.00
3.83
3.83

1

31

Memory

3.83

78

32

Social

3.67

Table 6 (continued)

Descriptor*
100
Imitate native speech
14
Notice and understand language errors
53
Preview lesson for general idea
64
Understand culture
26
Relax when using language
25
Organize language notebook to record
21
Use context clues with unfamiliar
1
Look for patterns in new material
9
Seek specific details
22
Visualize spelling of word
17
Pay attention to thoughts/feelings in
24
language interaction
Willing to ask native speaker for help
32
Ask speaker to slow down
3
Encourage myself to take risks
39
Identify purpose of language learning
31
task
Study in a quiet environment
23
Use synonyms to substitute exact
10
right word
Read without looking up new words
33
Think in new language
58
Read story until it makes sense
20
Practice sounds of alphabet
36
Cautious about transferring native to
38
new language
Make associations between new and
7
old material
Ask questions to show interest
47

300
9
34
65
14
28
10
1
18
21
22
23
27
8
39
17
16
13
19
53
12
45
33
3
41

69
Alt. Rank

Item
44

Rank
33

Subscale
Compensation

Mean Descriptor*
3.67 Use gestures or switch back to native
language if needed
24
34
Cognitive
3.67 Watch TV/movies/listen to radio in new
language
16
35
Cognitive
3.67 Say or write new expressions
64
36
Metacognitive
3.67 Evaluate general progress
53
37
Metacognitive
3.67 Study consistently, not just for test
22
38
Cognitive
3.67 Use familiar words in different
combinations
19
39
Cognitive
3.67 Revise my prose to improve
15
40
Memory
3.67 Review of things learned much earlier
13
41
Memory
3.67 Review often
4
42
Memory
3.67 Compare sound of new word with
sound of familiar word
74
43
Social
3.50 Ask others to correct pronunciation
73
44
Social
3.50 Ask others to verify I understood
properly
60
45
Metacognitive
3.50 Find opportunities to practice new
language
3
46
Memory
3.50 Group new words with similar words
* Summary statement describing the SILL LLS item

100
6

300
5

63

43

42
35
56
43

30
59
56
40

59
19
41
15

50
31
24
38

13
8

47
25

50

51

45

48

70
Table 7
Subscale percentage of high-use items according to course level
100 Level (n = 11)
Subscale

Number of
Responses

A
B
C
D
E
F

1
3
4
1
0
2

Percentage of
Course Level
Response
9%
27%
36%
9%
0%
18%

Items on SILL
subscale
(Oxford, 1990)
15
25
8
16
7
9

Percentage
Representativenes
of SILL subscale
7%
12%
50%
6%
0%
22%

Percentage of
Course Level
Response
15%
31%
15%
21%
5%
13%

Items on SILL
subscale
(Oxford, 1990)
15
25
8
16
7
9

Percentage
Representativenes
of SILL subscale
40%
48%
75%
50%
29%
56%

Percentage of
Course Level
Response
13%
30%
11%
26%
4%
15%

Items on SILL
subscale
(Oxford, 1990)
15
25
8
16
7
9

Percentage
Representativenes
of SILL subscale
40%
56%
63%
75%
29%
77%

200 Level (n = 39)
Subscale

Number of
Responses

A
B
C
D
E
F

6
12
6
8
2
5

300 Level (n = 46)
Subscale

Number of
Responses

A
B
C
D
E
F

6
14
5
12
2
7
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Table 8
Percentage of student high use items (reporting 4 or 5)
Subscale
%
Mean
Descriptor*
Item
Rank Rank
C41
1
1
Use context clues with unfamiliar words
B36
2
2
Compare/contrast new with native tongue
F72
3
4
Ask speaker to slow down if necessary
B31
4
3
Use glossaries or dictionaries
C45
5
5
Ask other person for right word
C44
6
6
Use gestures/switch briefly back to native
A1
7
7
Associations between new and old material
D50
8
8
Plan goals for language learning
C46
9
10
Use synonym to substitute
B39
10
11
Look for patterns in new material
B17
11
12
Imitate native speech
D63
12
9
Learn from mistakes
F73
13
13
Ask others to verify I understood
D55
14
14
Organize language notebook to record info
A7
15
17
Visualize spelling of word
D51
16
22
Focus on specific language aspects
D54
17
20
Study in a quiet environment
B30
18
21
Seek specific details
B18
19
16
Read story until it makes sense
F79
20
18
Understand second language culture
B37
21
23
Prefer concept over word-for-for translation
A4
22
15
Connect sound of new word with old
B32
23
26
Take notes in class in new language
F74
24
19
Ask others to correct pronunciation
D59
25
27
Clearly identify purpose of language task
F80
26
24
Pay attention to thoughts/feelings
E65
27
25
Relax when using language
A15
28
28
Review of things learned much earlier
* Summary statement describing the SILL LLS item

Percentage
high use
84.7
77.4
75.0
73.4
71.0
71.0
71.0
70.2
62.1
61.3
61.3
59.7
59.7
58.9
58.1
58.1
57.3
57.3
56.5
56.5
56.5
55.6
54.8
54.0
53.2
51.6
48.4
46.8
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Table 9
Non-loading items in confirmatory factor analysis 2
Subscale
Item
A3
A6
A11

Descriptor*

Group new word with similar words
Making clear mental images or pictures
Flashcards with word on one side, definition on
other
A13
Review often
A15
Review of things learned much earlier
B16
Say or write new expressions
B22
Use familiar words in different combinations
B25
Think in new language
B28
Write personal notes in new language
B32
Take notes in class in new language
B35
Find meaning by dividing word into elementary
parts
B37
Prefer concept over word-for-word translation
B40
Develop initial heuristic that can be revised
C41
Use context clues with unfamiliar words
C44
Use gestures or switch back to native language
briefly
D53
Study consistently, not just for text
D56
Plan goals for language learning
D57
Plan language learning for each day
E70
Keep journal about how I feel about language
F75
Work with other language learners for practice
* Summary statement describing the SILL LLS item

Factors
Present
0
0
0

Mean
Usage
3.15
3.03
2.77

Mean
Rank
44
50
61

2
0
0
0
2
2
0
0

3.28
3.46
3.24
3.19
2.87
2.14
3.48
3.15

37
28
39
41
56
74
26
45

0
0
0
2

3.51
3.43
4.24
3.94

23
30
1
6

2
0
2
0
0

2.85
3.10
2.32
1.19
2.97

57
46
70
80
53
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Table 10
Subscale factor loadings on CFA1
n = 80
Subscale
A
B
C
D
E
F

Max factors loading/ items in
subscale
5/15
7/25
5/8
12/16
3/7
6/9

Percent items
loading
33.3%
28.0%
62.5%
75.0%
43.0%
67.0%

Loading on factor

Percent items
loading
40%
35%
67%
77%
67%
75%

Loading on factor

Percent items
loading
44%
38%
50%
77%
60%
86%

Loading on factor

1
1
5
2
1
4

Subscale factor loadings on CFA2
n = 60
Subscale
A
B
C
D
E
F

Max factors loading/ items in
subscale
4/10
6/17
4/6
10/13
4/6
6/8

1
4
5
2
1
3

Subscale factor loadings on CFA3
n = 54
Subscale
A
B
C
D
E
F

Max factors loading/ items in
subscale
4/9
6/16
2/4
10/13
3/5
6/7

2
4
5&6
1
2
3

74
Table 11
Comparison of empirical studies of SILL
Author(s)

n

SILL

Reliability

Adapted

Alptekin, 2007

25

7.0

n.p.

No

7.0

n.p.

No

n/a
7.0

0.87
0.67

Yes
No

7.0

0.94

Yes

7.0

0.94

Yes

7.0

n.p.

Yes

5.1
7.0
first
form
7.0

n.p.
n.p.
0.96

No
No
n/a

0.9265

No

5.1

0.91

Yes

7.0
5.1

0.954
0.951

Yes
No

Green & Oxford,
374
1995
Griffiths, 2007
131
Hong-Nam &
55
Leavell, 2006
Hsiao & Oxford,
517
2002
Lee & Oxford,
1,110
2008
Magogwe & Oliver, 480
2007
Mori, 2007
151
Nakatani, 2006
62
Oxford & Nyikos,
1,200
1989
Peacock & Ho,
1,006
2003
Rao, 2006
217
Teh, et al. (2009)
Current study

457
124

Subscale Ranks*
(M, SD)
C (3.59, .76), F (3.45, .42), B (3.16, .58), E (2.78, .75), D (2.76,
.58), A (2.74, .50)

D (3.66, .48), F (3.62, .51), C (3.59, .49), B (3.44, .43), A (3.04,
.42) E (3.02, .53)

C (3.10, .83), D (2.83, .81), B (2.79, .67), A (2.61, .71), D (2.48,
.76), F (2.43, .87)

F, C, B, D, E, A (means and standard deviations not provided)

E (3.31, 1.12), D (3.18, 1.09), C (3.18, 1.32), A (2.99, 1.20), B
(2.88, 1.23), F (2.70, 1.12)

C (3.55, .613), F (3.32, .697), D (3.14, .746), B (3.13, .537), A
(2.95, .537), E (2.54, .689)
* Only provided when overall SILL subscale means and standard deviations are given
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APPENDIX B
Research Compliance
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